Background Film competitions can be a helpful method to understand issues of quality in health films. In this paper, we describe the development and use of explicit quality criteria to identify the 'best' films for the first ever international public health film competition.
Introduction
In the UK and USA, cinema attendance has been increasing steadily over the past few decades from their historical lows in the late 1970s, 1,2 although attendance has been more mixed across other worldwide territories.
Independent films, not backed by a major US film studio including many films relating to health, have become particularly popular with the viewing public. 2 This trend is also reflected in the popularity of independent films shown at film festivals with various film initiatives focused on 'medical', 3,4 'mental health', [5] [6] [7] 'global health' 8-,11 and 'public health' [12] [13] [14] films being launched over the last few decades.
Festivals are an important way in which independent films including health-related films are promoted and distributed. For health-related films, festivals often serve as a platform for health issues to be presented to the public and thus it is important to understand how films are selected for these events. However, only a small number of these healthrelated festivals have described how they select their films14 and none has published their selection criteria.
We hypothesize that the explicit selection of films through a competition can be a helpful method to understand issues of quality in health films. As festivals are an important platform for health-related films, explicit quality criteria used to select films for festivals may also be helpful to guide filmmakers and commissioners when considering whether to commission or make a film about a health-related issue. Selection criteria could also help to inform the public about the films they are shown and may help them make viewing decisions. Finally, selection criteria may be utilized to support improvements in the quality of films related to health, particularly from the point of view of the public health community.
Aim
As part of the International Public Health Film Festival 2016, 15 we combined a small number of curated films with a competition where the aim was to explicitly identify films to show in the festival.
In this paper, we describe the process of organizing the first International Public Health Film Competition, developing the judging criteria and selecting films to screen.
Our objectives were
(1) To compile a film selection committee that encompassed a range of stakeholders including film-makers, festival organizers, academics and practitioners. (2) To source published and unpublished selection criteria from other film festivals and work with the committee to establish explicit judging criteria for the competition. (3) To encourage submission of films relating to health from a broad range of people (including established and amateur film-makers, students and practitioners), on a broad range of health issues. (4) To use the judging criteria to select the 'best' entry from the submitted films.
Method
Compiling the film selection committee
We recruited a film selection committee including the cochairs of the American Public Health Association (APHA)
Global Public Health Film Festival, along with a senior archivist from the British Film Institute, two film-makers and three academics including public health academics. Members of the committee gave their time for free to this project.
Drawing up the film competition judging criteria
Working in conjunction with the committee, we sourced the film shortlisting criteria used by the American Movie Awards (AMA), an international awards event for independent filmmakers and screenwriters 16 and the UK Faculty of Public Health's (UK FPH) film festival selection criteria, a conference for public health practitioners in the UK. The UK FPH criteria are partly based upon categorization and selection criteria developed by the APHA. Their selection criteria have not previously been used to select the 'best' film from the submitted films relating to health. Table 1 shows that the AMA judging criteria includes 11 categories weighted equally, whilst the UK FPH criteria contains three main categories weighted heavily towards the content of the film.
Following discussions amongst the committee, the following 10 categories were drawn up in Table 2 , incorporating the importance of the public health issues covered in the film, the content of the film and its use/evaluation. Each category was weighted equally.
Call for film submissions to the competition
We encouraged submission from a broad range of people, on a broad range of subjects relating to health. We advertised the competition widely through the Public Health Film Society (PHFS) website and social media platforms whose followers include practitioners, students and film-makers. We also emailed over 150 film schools globally to encourage submissions from students of film. We placed advertisements on film festival platforms including Withoutabox.com and Reelport. com in order to appeal to established film-makers.
Our advertisements promoted a broad theme for the Public Health Film Festival, namely 'Health for All' and used broad competition categories based on the length of the film not a particular subject area to encourage the submission of a wide variety of film related to health. For non-English language films, English language subtitles were requested. Information on the impact and evaluation of the film were welcomed, but not a requirement of submission. A copy of our advertisement is included in Supplementary data, Appendix 1.
Submissions were open for 4 months between JuneSeptember 2016 and it was free to submit films to the competition.
Judging the films
Committee members were asked to declare any involvement in the films submitted or other conflicts of interest that would sway their decision about individual films, and asked to withdraw from assessing those films. Judging was undertaken in two rounds, with the full committee meeting for the second round of judging to consider the relative merits of the shortlisted films and select a competition winner.
Results
In total, 84 films were submitted to the competition from 20 different countries, most filmed within the last 5 years. The films varied in length from 1 to 90 min with over 40 h of film footage submitted in total. The subjects covered a broad range of health/social issues. Further details about each film can be seen in Supplementary data, Appendix 2.
Using the above criteria, the first round of judging involved the review of all 84 films by the committee chair, with the top 10 scoring films progressing to the second round of judging.
Scores for all 84 films are summarized below in Table 3 . A fuller list of the scores can be seen in Supplementary data, Appendix 2.
The originality of the subject covered by the film, the public health importance of the issue and the story-telling approach in the film were the most discriminatory categories for this first round of judging, with an average of <4 out of 10 across all 84 films, but a wide range of scores in each category. Use and evaluation of the film was the least discriminatory category with low scores across the board as there was little information either within the film or information provided by the film-makers about the use of the film in public health practice and its evaluation.
The second round of judging involved review and discussion of each of the 10 shortlisted films by the full The uniqueness and originality of the premise or story
Creativity
The effective use of imagination as evidenced in the entry
Plot
The actions, events, conflicts and turning points that propel the story forward.
How the story unfolds
Pacing
The timing of the action, unfolding of plot elements and character 
Dialogue
Voices that are natural, succinct and unique to each character. Use of language that effectively reveals character and moves the story forward
Overall quality of production or script
Is the entry well constructed and well executed as a whole?
Theme of the film Does the film address an important public health issue?
Has film been used to highlight this issue before?
Content of the film
Does the film convey a coherent public health message?
Is the public health message compellingly presented?
How does this film compare with others on the same subject?
Overall does this film contribute positively to the public health body of knowledge on this subject or the body of public health films?
Content of the discussion session and Impact of the film Would a discussion session around this film be appealing to a large audience of UK FPH members?
Is there evidence that the making/use or evaluation of this film would change public health practice?
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committee. 'Up for Air', by Navigo productions was chosen by a majority vote as the competition winner and a further three films were chosen as highly commended films to be shown in their entirety at the Public Health Film Festival 2016.
Discussion
Main findings of this study
We believe this is the first time that an international public health film competition has been undertaken and we are keen to share our methods and selection criteria.
What is already known on this topic
As was mentioned in the introduction, whilst some healthrelated film festivals have discussed themes that have influenced their selection of films, 14 none has previously published explicit criteria to select the 'best' films from their submissions.
What this study adds
Our experience is that selection criteria in current use for film festivals can be adapted for us as judging criteria to explicitly score and rank films entered into a film competition. This is important for other festival organizers who may contemplate organizing a film competition.
Certain components of the film judging tool were more discriminating than others in selecting the 'best' film, although this may be a function of the wide diversity of films that were submitted to the competition. There appeared to be bias towards films that were made using better cinematic equipment/techniques, with possibly a higher budget and shorter films, <30 min in length. Unfortunately, given the time constraints we were not able to test the validity and reliability of this tool. Further work is also needed to investigate whether the judging criteria or the scores from this tool relate to quantifiable changes in audience figures, health awareness, health-related behaviours and healthy outcomes. Table 2 The final judging criteria consisted of 10 categories each scored out of 10 points
Criteria Explanation Points
Originality and creativity The uniqueness and originality of the premise or story. Has film been used to highlight this health issue before? How does the film compare to others on the same subject? Does the film show an effective use of imagination to highlight the health issue? We believe that there are other advantages to this approach of selecting films for a health film festival, including that it engages with a wide audience, allowing a diverse range of stakeholders to input into the decision-making process behind film selection and it allows some transparency in the final selection decisions. The criteria allowed different aspects of a health film to be explicitly rated and compared.
Limitations of this study
Limitations pertain to the validity of the metrics used in our judging criteria and to the logistics of undertaking a film competition. Our main criticism is the considerable time and resources needed to run the competition for the organizer and the selection committee. With over 40 h of footage submitted, it was not possible for all the members of the committee to view all the submitted films. Thus, the first round of shortlisting was only undertaken by the committee chair. Selection of the films from the shortlist could then be undertaken by all members of the committee. Whilst our selection committee did include a range of stakeholders, other people who may hold different views on the quality of health-related films such as community leaders or members of the viewing public may have been included on our committee or we could have included direct comments from the viewing audience into our consideration of the 'best' film if resources had permitted.
Finally, in this paper, we describe a method of selecting films based on a proposed concept of 'quality', however, we acknowledge that selection may also be based upon the financial and reputation gain available for screening the film and we were unable to take those factors into consideration in our selection. We insisted that the film be screened for free if it was selected and we did not charge audience members to watch the film. Also, the manner of presentation or context within which the film is shown, including whether it is part of a wider debate on health issues is also important in considering the possible impact of the film on the audience. The overall quality of a film or the individual components that go into making a 'good' film need further study with regard to their association with quantifiable changes in audience health-related knowledge, attitudes, behaviours and outcomes, however, we acknowledge that the total effect of a film on an audience may transcend issues directly relevant to health, such as a sense of belonging or security and thus be difficult to capture in narrow judging criteria.
Our intent in publishing this paper is to start a conversation about what is meant by 'quality' in health films and encourage more health-related film festivals to publish their own film selection criteria. We hope this leads to the identification of explicit, validated quality measures that would help support improvements in the field.
